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Abstract	  
This study assessed the sanitary infrastructure and policies affecting the environmental health 
aspects of three state-recognized American Indian Tribes in Connecticut. A historical search was 
conducted to gather records pertaining to the Paucatuck Eastern Pequot, Golden Hill Paugussett, and 
Schaghticoke Tribes at the state and town levels to determine what, if any, data were available on 
drinking water and wastewater quality and disposition on Tribal lands. This investigation was 
supplemented by questionnaires and an on-site survey of sanitation conducted in cooperation with the 
Connecticut Department of Public Health. The survey included the collection of drinking water samples 
for analyses along with an examination of existing septic systems for proper location, maintenance, and 
setback distances. Results revealed a lack of basic information historically on the construction and quality 
of drinking water wells serving these Tribes, as well as inadequate construction and maintenance of on-
site wastewater disposal facilities. Compared to the majority of state residents who have access to 
environmental health assistance through the local health departments, for various reasons these 
American Indian Tribal members were underserved and disenfranchised from these public health 
services. This paper discusses the special status of, and the current regulatory framework in 
Connecticut for state-recognized tribes with respect to water, the results of analytical tests and surveys 
performed, and suggests improvements for attaining environmental parity for this minority population.	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I.	  Introduction	  &	  Background	  
American	  Indian	  tribes	  are	  classified	  as	  federally-­‐recognized,	  state-­‐recognized,	  or	  non-­‐
recognized.	  In	  Connecticut,	  there	  are	  five	  state-­‐recognized	  American	  Indian	  Tribes.	  The	  Mohegan	  and	  
the	  Mashantucket	  Tribes	  are	  both	  state-­‐	  and	  federally-­‐recognized,	  while	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett,	  
Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot,	  and	  Schaghticoke	  Tribes	  are	  only	  state-­‐recognized.	  Federal	  recognition	  gives	  
tribes	  access	  to	  many	  different	  resources	  that	  are	  not	  offered	  to	  tribes	  with	  only	  state	  recognition.	  
In	  Connecticut,	  enforcement	  of	  statutes	  that	  govern	  state-­‐recognized	  tribal	  reservations	  falls	  
under	  the	  jurisdiction	  of	  the	  state	  Department	  of	  Energy	  and	  Environmental	  Protection	  (DEEP).	  While	  
these	  statutes	  are	  intended	  in	  part	  to	  protect	  resident	  populations,	  inadequate	  state	  funding	  and	  
deficiencies	  in	  state	  law	  undermine	  efforts	  to	  adequately	  support	  the	  tribes,	  creating	  an	  environmental	  
justice	  issue.	  Environmental	  justice	  is	  a	  priority	  of	  the	  federal	  government	  and	  is	  defined	  as	  “the	  fair	  
treatment	  and	  meaningful	  involvement	  of	  all	  people	  regardless	  of	  race,	  color,	  national	  origin,	  or	  income	  
with	  respect	  to	  the	  development,	  implementation,	  and	  enforcement	  of	  environmental	  laws,	  regulations,	  
and	  policies,”	  in	  order	  to	  create	  “healthy,	  sustainable,	  and	  equitable	  communities.”[1,2]	  	  
This	  investigation	  analyzed	  American	  Indian	  environmental	  health	  programs	  and	  policies	  in	  
Connecticut,	  collected	  data	  from	  state	  reservation,	  and	  provided	  recommendations	  to	  improve	  policy	  
and	  environmental	  health	  on	  reservations.	  The	  results	  can	  help	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  reservation	  
residents	  and	  help	  improve	  their	  health	  by	  bridging	  the	  gaps	  that	  currently	  exist	  in	  policy.	  	  
	  
A.	  Background	  on	  Federally	  and	  State	  Recognized	  Tribes	  in	  the	  US	  and	  Connecticut	  	  
	   Members	  of	  American	  Indian	  and	  Alaska	  Native	  Tribes	  living	  on	  reservations	  and	  in	  rural	  
communities	  are	  vulnerable	  to	  numerous	  health	  threats.[3]	  These	  populations	  have	  lower	  health	  
statuses	  compared	  with	  other	  Americans.	  They	  also	  have	  lower	  life	  expectancy	  and	  a	  disproportionately	  
high	  disease	  burden,	  which	  may	  be	  a	  result	  of	  inadequate	  education,	  poverty,	  discrimination	  in	  the	  
delivery	  of	  health	  services,	  and	  cultural	  differences	  in	  beliefs,	  traditions,	  and	  customs	  within	  the	  
community	  towards	  medical	  care.[3]	  Compared	  to	  other	  Americans,	  American	  Indian	  populations	  have	  
higher	  death	  rates	  for	  chronic	  liver	  disease	  and	  cirrhosis,	  diabetes	  mellitus,	  chronic	  lower	  respiratory	  
diseases,	  unintentional	  injuries,	  assault/homicide,	  and	  intentional	  self-­‐harm/suicide.	  Substantial	  
disparities	  also	  exist	  in	  environmental	  health,	  specifically	  in	  safe	  water	  supply	  and	  properly	  functioning	  
waste	  disposal	  facilities.	  Approximately	  9%	  of	  American	  Indian	  homes	  lack	  proper	  water	  supply	  and/or	  
waste	  disposal	  facilities,	  compared	  to	  less	  than	  1%	  of	  homes	  in	  the	  general	  population.[4]	  	  
The	  Indian	  Health	  Service	  (IHS)	  provides	  federally-­‐recognized	  tribes	  with	  services	  to	  reduce	  
these	  health	  disparities	  and	  improve	  environmental	  health.[3]	  The	  IHS	  “is	  responsible	  for	  providing	  
federal	  health	  services	  to	  American	  Indians	  and	  Alaska	  Natives.”[4]	  It	  acts	  as	  the	  federal	  health	  care	  
provider	  and	  advocate	  for	  federally-­‐recognized	  American	  Indians	  and	  has	  the	  goal	  of	  raising	  their	  
welfare	  to	  the	  highest	  possible	  level.	  The	  IHS	  provides	  access	  to	  its	  health	  services	  to	  American	  Indians	  
and	  Alaska	  Natives	  who	  are	  members	  of	  the	  566	  federally-­‐recognized	  tribes.	  The	  IHS	  also	  promotes	  and	  
provides	  for	  community	  health,	  through	  its	  programs	  on	  behavioral	  health,	  environmental	  health,	  health	  
communication,	  health	  promotion,	  injury	  prevention,	  school	  health,	  sustainability,	  and	  visualizing	  data.	  	  
The	  Environmental	  Health	  Services	  (EHS)	  program	  within	  the	  IHS	  works	  with	  tribal	  communities	  
to	  prevent	  disease	  and	  injury	  through	  monitoring	  and	  investigating	  disease	  and	  injury,	  identifying	  health	  
hazards	  in	  the	  environment,	  and	  providing	  training,	  technical	  assistance,	  and	  project	  funding.	  The	  
priority	  areas	  of	  the	  EHS	  program	  are	  children’s	  environment,	  safe	  drinking	  water,	  food	  safety,	  vector	  
borne	  and	  communicable	  diseases,	  and	  healthy	  homes.	  The	  IHS	  Office	  of	  Environmental	  Health	  and	  
Engineering	  provides	  tribes	  with	  environmental	  health	  assessments	  and	  surveys	  of	  facilities,	  housing,	  
operations,	  and	  communities;	  disease	  investigations;	  educational	  opportunities	  and	  training	  on	  
environmental	  public	  health	  topics;	  and	  provides	  technical	  support	  and	  guidance	  to	  tribes,	  and	  other	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services.[6]	  IHS	  only	  provides	  these	  services	  to	  federally-­‐recognized	  tribes.	  The	  services	  available	  to	  
state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  are	  limited	  to	  state-­‐provided	  services	  and	  subject	  to	  state	  financial	  and	  statutory	  
constraints.	  	  
	   Services	  provided	  to	  state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  vary	  from	  state	  to	  state.	  In	  Connecticut,	  a	  single	  
individual	  -­‐	  the	  Indian	  Affairs	  Coordinator	  at	  DEEP	  -­‐	  monitors	  tribal	  affairs.	  This	  coordinator	  has	  the	  
responsibility	  of	  establishing	  relationships	  with	  state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  and	  communicating	  to	  state	  
authorities	  the	  status	  of	  their	  health	  and	  infrastructure	  needs.	  
	   There	  are	  3,856	  American	  Indians	  or	  Alaska	  Natives	  in	  Connecticut,	  stemming	  from	  federally,	  
state,	  and	  non-­‐recognized	  tribal	  populations	  residing	  on	  and	  off	  of	  reservations.[7]	  The	  three	  solely	  
state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  are	  located	  in	  small	  reservations	  across	  Connecticut	  and	  have	  very	  small	  




Figure	  1.	  State-­‐Recognized	  Tribal	  Reservations	  in	  Connecticut	  
This	  map	  shows	  3	  of	  the	  5	  the	  state-­‐recognized	  reservations	  in	  Connecticut.	  The	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  in	  Kent	  
is	  278	  acres	  and	  has	  a	  population	  of	  approximately	  10.	  The	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  in	  Colchester	  is	  106	  
acres	  and	  has	  a	  population	  of	  10,	  while	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  in	  Trumbull	  is	  0.25	  acres	  and	  has	  a	  
population	  of	  6.	  The	  Eastern	  Pequot	  Reservation	  in	  North	  Stonington	  is	  224	  acres	  and	  has	  an	  unknown	  population.	  
	  
These	  tribes	  have	  had	  a	  complicated	  and	  at	  times	  contentious	  relationship	  with	  Connecticut.	  
They	  have,	  in	  the	  past,	  previously	  applied	  for	  federal	  recognition	  with	  the	  hopes	  that	  they	  could	  develop	  
casinos	  through	  the	  authority	  of	  the	  Indian	  Gaming	  Regulatory	  Act.[8]	  The	  Bureau	  of	  Indian	  Affairs	  (BIA)	  
accorded	  preliminary	  federal	  recognition	  to	  the	  Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot	  Tribe	  in	  2002,	  and	  the	  
Schaghticoke	  Indian	  Tribe	  in	  2004.	  The	  state	  of	  Connecticut,	  however,	  contested	  their	  claim	  to	  federal	  
recognition,	  and	  in	  2005,	  Governor	  John	  Rowland	  and	  Attorney	  General	  Blumenthal	  testified	  to	  the	  BIA,	  
stating	  that	  the	  tribes	  were	  not	  unified	  and	  did	  not	  have	  a	  government	  structure.[8,9]	  The	  BIA	  reversed	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its	  decision	  to	  grant	  recognition,	  further	  damaging	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  tribes	  and	  Connecticut.	  
While	  Connecticut	  recognized	  the	  tribes	  within	  their	  boundaries,	  it	  opposed	  federal	  recognition	  in	  large	  
part	  because	  such	  recognition	  might	  have	  undermined	  its	  earlier	  compact	  with	  the	  two	  federally-­‐
recognized	  tribes	  regarding	  revenue	  sharing	  from	  their	  casinos.	  
Several	  state	  statutes	  address	  the	  rights	  of	  state-­‐recognized	  American	  Indians	  who	  reside	  on	  
reservations.	  Prior	  to	  1973,	  the	  state	  Welfare	  Commissioner	  had	  several	  responsibilities	  to	  the	  five	  
state-­‐recognized	  tribes.	  The	  Commissioner	  was	  responsible	  for	  the	  care	  of	  land,	  buildings,	  and	  
boundaries	  of	  Indian	  land	  to	  “insure	  health,	  safety	  and	  well-­‐being.”[10]	  Public	  Act	  73-­‐660	  shifted	  
responsibility	  from	  the	  Welfare	  Commissioner	  to	  the	  DEEP	  Commissioner.	  This	  transfer	  of	  responsibility	  
gave	  tribes	  more	  autonomy	  by	  creating	  the	  Indian	  Affairs	  Council	  (IAC)	  and	  required	  the	  Commissioner	  
to	  act	  only	  with	  permission	  from	  the	  Council.[10]	  The	  IAC	  consists	  of	  one	  representative	  from	  each	  
state-­‐recognized	  tribe	  and	  3	  state	  representatives.	  Public	  Act	  73-­‐660	  and	  76-­‐97	  eliminated	  the	  state’s	  
duty	  to	  assist	  needy	  Indians	  and	  shifted	  the	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  state	  to	  only	  be	  toward	  reservation	  
lands.	  
In	  1989,	  additional	  legislation	  recognized	  the	  tribes	  as	  “self-­‐governing	  entities	  that	  possess	  
powers	  and	  duties	  over	  tribal	  members	  and	  reservations.”[11]	  The	  legislation	  also	  required	  the	  governor	  
to	  enter	  trust	  agreements	  with	  tribes	  creating	  a	  state-­‐tribe	  relationship,	  where	  members	  of	  tribes	  who	  
reside	  on	  these	  reservations	  are	  exempt	  from	  property	  taxes	  on	  their	  homes	  and	  motor	  vehicles	  and	  
enjoy	  all	  other	  rights	  of	  ownership	  except	  for	  sale	  or	  transfer	  of	  property.[11]	  The	  act	  was	  specifically	  
intended	  to	  clarify	  tribal	  recognition	  under	  state	  law,	  but	  not	  under	  federal	  law.[11]	  
In	  accordance	  with	  Conn.	  Gen.	  Stat.	  §	  47-­‐65,	  the	  Commissioner	  of	  DEEP	  is	  charged	  with	  the	  
responsibility	  of	  “the	  care	  and	  management	  of	  reservation	  lands”	  with	  the	  advice	  of	  the	  IAC.[12]	  
Additionally,	  it	  tasks	  the	  Commissioner	  “to	  care	  and	  manage	  buildings	  that	  are	  not	  privately	  owned,	  and	  
with	  the	  advice	  of	  the…	  [IAC]	  make	  [major]	  repairs	  and	  improvements	  of	  any	  such	  building	  and	  its	  
heating,	  water,	  electric,	  sewage	  disposal	  and	  plumbing	  systems	  as	  are	  necessary	  to	  ensure	  habitable	  
living	  conditions.	  Residents	  of	  the	  buildings	  will	  assume	  responsibility	  for	  minor	  maintenance	  of	  the	  
building	  and	  will	  receive	  supplies	  from	  the	  Commissioner…	  The	  Council	  can	  provide	  services	  as	  it	  deems	  
necessary	  to	  insure	  the	  well-­‐being	  of	  all	  persons	  residing	  on	  the	  reservations.”[12]	  Lastly,	  the	  statute	  
designates	  the	  Governor	  as	  the	  administrative	  agent	  of	  the	  state	  to	  apply	  for	  federal	  funds	  for	  the	  
tribes.	  Per	  Conn.	  Gen.	  Stat.	  §	  47-­‐59a,	  all	  resident	  Indians	  of	  Connecticut	  state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  are	  full	  
state	  citizens	  with	  “all	  the	  rights	  and	  privileges	  afforded	  by	  law,	  that	  all	  Connecticut	  citizens	  enjoy.”[13]	  	  
The	  original	  policies	  governing	  state-­‐recognized	  American	  Indian	  tribes	  in	  Connecticut	  gave	  the	  
state	  obligations	  toward	  not	  only	  the	  reservations,	  but	  residents	  as	  well.	  The	  shift	  in	  authority	  to	  the	  
DEEP	  Commissioner	  resulted	  in	  a	  shift	  of	  priority,	  which	  removed	  the	  state’s	  obligations	  toward	  
residents.	  However,	  the	  state	  does	  have	  obligations	  towards	  the	  reservations	  and	  infrastructure	  on	  the	  
lands,	  which	  can	  play	  a	  direct	  role	  in	  individual’s	  health	  status.	  	  
	  The	  IAC	  no	  longer	  meets	  due	  to	  the	  absence	  of	  funding	  and	  its	  lack	  of	  effectiveness.	  This	  leaves	  
state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  without	  representation	  with	  the	  Connecticut	  Government	  and	  the	  Governor.	  
While	  reservation	  residents	  are	  ‘state	  citizens’,	  they	  do	  not	  have	  access	  to	  the	  same	  resources	  as	  other	  
state	  citizens.	  Unlike	  other	  citizens,	  reservation	  residents	  are	  not	  able	  to	  obtain	  building	  permits	  from	  
town	  halls	  and	  are	  not	  required	  or	  able	  to	  have	  experienced	  sanitarians	  and	  engineers	  inspect	  new	  
structures	  on	  reservations.	  This	  creates	  a	  health	  risk	  by	  making	  structures	  on	  reservations	  more	  
susceptible	  to	  deterioration	  over	  time.	  	  
	  	  
B.	  Private	  Wells	  and	  Septic	  Systems	  in	  Connecticut	  
Despite	  the	  rules	  and	  regulations	  created	  by	  the	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  (DPH)	  to	  ensure	  
safe	  drinking	  water	  and	  waste	  management,	  enforcement	  of	  these	  rules	  is	  not	  evident	  on	  these	  
reservations.	  In	  accordance	  with	  Public	  Health	  Code	  (Regs.,	  Conn.	  State	  Agencies	  §19-­‐13-­‐B101),	  water	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testing	  is	  required	  for	  new	  wells.[14]	  These	  required	  tests	  only	  cover	  the	  basic	  indicators	  of	  potability	  
(See	  Table	  1	  DPH	  Required	  Tests	  for	  New	  Wells).[15]	   
	  
Table	  1.	  DPH	  Required	  Tests	  for	  New	  Wells[15]	  
Parameter	   Acceptable	  Limit	  
Total	  Coliform	  Bacteria	   None	  present	  
Nitrate-­‐Nitrogen	   10	  mg/L	  
Nitrite-­‐Nitrogen	   1	  mg/L	  
pH	   6.4	  -­‐	  8.5	  
Odor	   Less	  than	  2	  
Chloride	   250	  mg/L	  
Hardness	   150	  mg/L	  
Apparent	  Color	   Less	  than	  15	  Standard	  Units	  
Sulfate	   250	  mg/L	  
Turbidity	   Less	  than	  5	  Standard	  Units	  
Iron	   0.3	  mg/L	  
Manganese	   0.05	  mg/L	  (taste/odor	  concern)	  
0.5	  mg/L	  (health	  concern)	  
	   	  
The	  DPH	  also	  has	  guidelines	  and	  regulations	  (Regs.,	  Conn.	  State	  Agencies	  19-­‐13-­‐B103)	  for	  septic	  
systems.[15]	  These	  systems	  must	  be	  properly	  designed,	  installed,	  and	  maintained	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  
safe	  sewage	  disposal.	  Improperly	  maintained	  systems	  can	  cause	  health	  hazards	  because	  the	  sewage	  
contains	  pathogens	  that	  pose	  health	  risks;	  therefore	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  septic	  systems	  be	  pumped	  
every	  three	  to	  five	  years.	  Experts	  recommend	  that	  septic	  tanks	  be	  placed	  at	  least	  50	  feet	  from	  private	  
wells	  to	  prevent	  possible	  contamination	  (See	  Figure	  2).	  Tank	  size	  and	  leaching	  system	  is	  dependent	  on	  
the	  number	  of	  individuals	  who	  utilize	  the	  system.	  Failure	  to	  pump	  the	  tank	  and	  overuse	  can	  cause	  the	  
system	  to	  experience	  difficulties	  that	  include:	  patches	  of	  lush	  greens,	  sewage	  odors,	  and	  pooling	  of	  
wastewater	  on	  the	  ground.	  Septic	  system	  location	  and	  information	  are	  available	  in	  property	  files	  with	  




















Figure	  2.	  Distance	  to	  Wells	  
This	  figure	  illustrates	  potential	  sources	  of	  pollution	  for	  groundwater	  that	  threaten	  private	  wells.	  The	  image	  on	  the	  
right	  shows	  recommended	  minimum	  distances	  between	  wells	  and	  pollution	  sources.[17]	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The	  lack	  of	  enforcement	  leaves	  reservation	  wells	  vulnerable	  to	  potential	  contamination	  from	  
disease	  causing	  pathogens,	  metals,	  VOCs,	  and	  other	  contaminants.	  Until	  this	  study,	  the	  status	  of	  the	  
private	  wells	  and	  septic	  systems	  in	  state-­‐recognized	  reservations	  has	  never	  been	  assessed.	  The	  purpose	  
of	  this	  study	  was	  to	  investigate	  and	  gather	  information	  on	  the	  current	  infrastructure	  on	  reservations,	  
test	  water	  quality,	  conduct	  a	  sanitary	  survey,	  and	  provide	  reservation	  residents	  with	  recommendations	  
to	  improve	  their	  health.	  	  
	  
II.	  Methods	  
As	  the	  principal	  investigator,	  I	  conducted	  the	  research	  for	  this	  study	  and	  coordinated	  with	  the	  
tribes,	  DEEP,	  and	  DPH	  for	  water	  testing,	  under	  the	  supervision	  of	  DEEP	  employees	  Edward	  Sarabia	  
(Indian	  Affairs	  Coordinator)	  and	  Edith	  Pestana	  (Environmental	  Justice	  Administrator).	  After	  several	  
meetings	  with	  the	  tribe	  and	  DEEP	  discussing	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  investigation,	  I	  created	  and	  administered	  a	  
questionnaire	  with	  support	  from	  my	  supervisors	  targeting	  the	  information	  that	  DEEP	  required,	  while	  
also	  attending	  to	  the	  concerns	  of	  the	  tribes.	  I	  served	  as	  a	  liaison	  between	  the	  tribes	  and	  the	  state	  to	  
develop	  a	  stronger	  relationship	  and	  to	  relay	  recommendations	  and	  results	  to	  the	  tribes.	  	  Based	  on	  
observations,	  I	  provided	  the	  tribes	  with	  general	  resources	  on	  maintenance	  of	  septic	  systems,	  private	  
wells,	  and	  other	  environmental	  health	  concerns,	  such	  as	  burning	  and	  waste	  disposal. 
	  	  Data	  for	  this	  study	  were	  collected	  from	  DEEP,	  DPH,	  town	  halls,	  and	  tribal	  residents	  from	  May	  
2014	  to	  October	  2014.	  First,	  DEEP	  records	  were	  searched	  to	  identify	  the	  information	  the	  state	  had	  
regarding	  infrastructure	  on	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett,	  Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot,	  and	  Schaghticoke	  
Tribes.	  At	  DEEP,	  a	  collection	  of	  several	  articles,	  communications,	  and	  other	  artifacts	  regarding	  each	  
tribe’s	  history	  were	  found;	  specific	  details	  about	  work	  done	  on	  the	  reservations	  were	  not	  available.	  
DEEP	  engineers	  that	  provided	  assistance	  on	  the	  reservations	  did	  not	  maintain	  records	  for	  this	  work.	  	  
	   Since	  the	  state	  did	  not	  have	  records	  about	  sanitation	  and	  infrastructure,	  the	  next	  step	  was	  to	  
contact	  the	  town	  halls	  to	  find	  out	  if	  any	  building	  permits	  existed.	  The	  town	  halls	  did	  not	  collect	  permits	  
or	  documentation	  from	  reservation	  residents	  because	  the	  town	  did	  not	  have	  enforcement	  authority,	  as	  
the	  tribe	  was	  ‘not	  in	  their	  jurisdiction.’	  Information	  on	  these	  systems	  was	  not	  maintained	  in	  property	  
files	  with	  local	  health	  departments.	  	  
Permission	  was	  granted	  from	  the	  tribes,	  and	  residents	  were	  notified	  to	  the	  extent	  of	  the	  
investigation	  and	  told	  that	  if	  issues	  arose,	  DEEP	  would	  resolve	  them.	  The	  first	  tribe	  approached	  was	  the	  
Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot	  Tribe.	  The	  North	  Stonington	  Town	  Hall	  did	  not	  have	  any	  permits	  regarding	  
infrastructure	  or	  sanitation	  on	  the	  reservation.	  During	  a	  meeting	  with	  the	  Tribal	  Council,	  the	  intentions	  
of	  the	  project	  to	  assess	  infrastructure,	  conduct	  water	  quality	  testing,	  and	  make	  suggestions	  to	  improve	  
the	  overall	  environmental	  health	  on	  the	  reservations	  were	  presented.	  Based	  on	  the	  initial	  conversation,	  
the	  tribe	  agreed	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study.	  A	  few	  weeks	  later,	  an	  individual	  from	  Tribal	  Council	  
withdrew	  their	  participation	  fearing	  DEEP	  would	  take	  legal	  action	  against	  the	  reservation	  residents.	  The	  
next	  tribe	  approached	  was	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett,	  with	  reservations	  in	  Trumbull	  and	  Colchester.	  The	  
tribal	  leader	  agreed	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study	  and	  connected	  DEEP	  to	  the	  tribe’s	  War	  Chief	  who	  resides	  
on	  Colchester	  Reservation.	  The	  Schaghticoke	  Tribe	  in	  Kent	  was	  the	  last	  tribe	  approached.	  DEEP	  met	  with	  
the	  tribal	  leader	  to	  discuss	  the	  study	  and	  the	  tribe	  agreed	  to	  participate.	  	  
	   Information	  was	  obtained	  from	  residents	  through	  an	  infrastructure	  questionnaire	  created	  by	  the	  
primary	  investigator	  (See	  Appendix	  1),	  and	  approved	  by	  the	  Indian	  Affairs	  Coordinator	  and	  the	  
Environmental	  Justice	  Administrator	  –	  a	  DEEP	  employee	  with	  an	  interest	  in	  supporting	  the	  tribes.	  It	  was	  
designed	  to	  determine	  the	  status	  of	  infrastructure	  on	  the	  state	  reservations	  and	  to	  develop	  an	  
infrastructure	  inventory.	  The	  location	  of	  homes,	  septic	  systems,	  wells,	  and	  burial/sacred	  grounds	  were	  
approximated	  and	  mapped	  using	  ArcGIS	  by	  the	  primary	  investigator.	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The	  DPH	  conducted	  a	  sanitary	  survey	  that	  involved	  water	  sampling	  of	  wells	  on	  the	  reservation,	  
inspecting	  the	  well	  cap,	  and	  measuring	  the	  distance	  between	  the	  well	  and	  septic	  tank	  (See	  Table	  2).	  
Environmental	  Analysts	  from	  the	  DPH’s	  Private	  Well	  Program	  conducted	  a	  sanitary	  survey	  on	  the	  
reservation.	  The	  DPH	  representatives	  provided	  water-­‐testing	  containers,	  followed	  the	  chain	  of	  custody,	  
completed	  the	  sanitary	  survey,	  and	  sent	  the	  samples	  to	  the	  state	  lab	  for	  analysis.	  
	  
Table	  2.	  Tribal	  Drinking	  Water	  Tests	  Performed	  
Indicators	  Tested	  
Parameters	  




Dichlorodifluoromethane;	  Chloromethane;	  Vinyl	  Chloride;	  Bromomethane;	  Chloroethane;	  
Trichlorofluoromethane;	  1,1-­‐Dichloroethene;	  tert-­‐Butyl	  Alcohol;	  Methylene	  Chloride;	  trans-­‐1,2-­‐
Dichloroethene;	  Methyl	  tert-­‐Butyl	  Ether;	  1,1-­‐Dichloroethane;	  Isopropyl	  Ether;	  cis-­‐1,2-­‐Dichloroehtene;	  
Bromochloromethane;	  Chloroform;	  2,2-­‐Dichloropropane;	  tert-­‐Butyl	  Ethyl	  Ether;	  1,2-­‐Dichloroethane;	  
1,1,1-­‐Trichloroethane;	  1,1-­‐Dichloropropene;	  Carbon	  Tetrachloride;	  Benzene;	  tert-­‐Amyl	  Methyl	  Ether;	  
Dibromomethane;	  1,2-­‐Dichloropropane;	  Trichloroethene;	  Bromodichloromethane;	  cis-­‐	  1,3-­‐
Dichloropropene;	  trans-­‐1,3-­‐Dichloropropene;	  1,1,2-­‐Trichloroethane;	  Toluene;	  1,3-­‐Dichloropropane;	  
Dibromochloromethane;	  1,2-­‐Dibromoethane;	  Tetrachloroethylene;	  1,1,1,2-­‐Tetrachloroethane;	  
Chlorobenzene;	  Ethybenzene;	  m,p-­‐Xylenes;	  Bromoform;	  Styrene;	  1,1,2,2-­‐Trichloroethane;	  o-­‐Xylene;	  
1,2,3-­‐Trichloropropane;	  Isopropylbenzene;	  Bromobenzene;	  n-­‐Propylbenzene;	  2-­‐Chlorotoluene;	  4-­‐
Chlorotoluene,	  1,3,5-­‐Trimethylbenzene;	  sec-­‐Butylbenzene;	  1,3-­‐Dichlorobenzene;	  1,4-­‐Dichlorobenzene;	  
4-­‐Isopropyltoluene;	  1,2-­‐Dichlorobenzene;	  n-­‐Butylbenzene;	  1,2-­‐Dibromo-­‐3-­‐Chloropropane,	  n-­‐
Butylbenzene;	  1,2-­‐Dibromo-­‐3-­‐Chloropropane;	  1,2,4-­‐Trichlorobenzene;	  Naphthalene;	  
Hexachlorobutadiene;	  1,2,3-­‐Trichlorobenzene	  
Metals	   Arsenic,	  Lead,	  Uranium	  
Inorganic	  
Chemistry	  
Chloride,	  Nitrite,	  Nitrate,	  Calcium,	  Iron,	  Magnesium,	  Manganese,	  Sodium,	  Calcium	  Hardness,	  Total	  
Hardness,	  Alkalinity,	  pH,	  Color	  
Wet	  Chemistry	   Turbidity,	  Ammonia,	  Odor	  
	  
III.	  Results	  
The	  questionnaire	  results	  indicated	  that	  none	  of	  the	  water	  wells	  on	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugusset	  
and	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservations	  had	  been	  tested,	  even	  with	  DPH’s	  recommendation	  for	  private	  well	  
testing	  yearly	  to	  maintain	  drinking	  water	  quality.	  Most	  of	  the	  septic	  systems	  had	  not	  been	  pumped	  in	  at	  
least	  10	  years,	  despite	  DPH’s	  suggestion	  for	  more	  frequent	  pumping.[16]	  	  
	  
Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot	  Tribe	  
	   Since	  the	  Paucatuck	  Eastern	  Pequot	  Tribe	  chose	  not	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  study,	  information	  on	  
infrastructure	  and	  sanitation	  systems	  was	  not	  collected.	  Based	  on	  historical	  soil	  surveys,	  much	  of	  the	  
reservation	  is	  uninhabitable.	  A	  member	  of	  the	  Tribal	  Council	  did	  take	  DEEP	  on	  a	  drive	  through	  of	  the	  
reservation.	  During	  that	  visit,	  several	  of	  the	  homes	  appeared	  to	  be	  inadequate	  or	  abandoned.	  	  
	  
Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Tribe	   	  
The	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  that	  was	  included	  in	  this	  study	  is	  located	  in	  Colchester.	  
Figure	  4	  shows	  the	  approximate	  boundaries	  that	  have	  been	  designated	  by	  the	  state	  and	  the	  locations	  of	  
the	  infrastructure	  and	  burial	  grounds	  have	  been	  estimated.	  The	  reservation	  has	  six	  mobile	  homes,	  five	  
of	  which	  are	  occupied	  and	  a	  home	  that	  is	  under	  construction	  (See	  Figure	  3).	  Much	  of	  the	  reservation	  is	  
uninhabitable	  due	  to	  wetlands.	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  Figure	  3.	  Layout	  of	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  in	  Colchester	  
	  	  	  	  The	  map	  depicts	  approximate	  locations	  of	  burial	  grounds,	  houses,	  trailer	  	  
	  	  	  	  homes,	  septic	  systems	  and	  wells.	  	  
	  
The	  War	  Chief	  provided	  information	  on	  infrastructure,	  well,	  and	  septic	  systems	  on	  the	  
reservation.	  In	  accordance	  with	  town	  and	  state	  regulations,	  he	  informs	  the	  Town	  of	  Colchester	  when	  he	  
makes	  changes	  to	  structures	  on	  the	  reservation.	  The	  town,	  however,	  does	  not	  issue	  permits	  because	  the	  
reservation	  is	  ‘not	  in	  their	  jurisdiction.’	  Upon	  review	  of	  questionnaire	  data,	  DEEP	  contacted	  the	  local	  
health	  department.	  A	  sanitarian	  from	  Chatham	  Health	  District	  assessed	  water	  quality	  and	  provided	  
suggestions	  for	  improving	  sanitation	  on	  the	  reservation.	  The	  sanitarian	  collected	  water	  samples	  from	  
the	  well	  and	  discussed	  developing	  a	  relationship	  between	  the	  tribe	  and	  local	  health	  department	  to	  
provide	  technical	  expertise.	  The	  sanitarian	  recommended	  that	  DEEP	  contact	  DPH	  to	  conduct	  a	  sanitary	  
survey	  on	  the	  reservation.	  After	  receiving	  the	  sanitarian’s	  feedback	  and	  recommendations,	  the	  War	  
Chief	  decided	  that	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  would	  no	  longer	  participate	  in	  the	  study.	  
These	  recommendations	  were	  perceived	  as	  the	  state	  mandating	  changes	  on	  the	  reservation,	  though	  
under	  state	  law,	  DEEP	  has	  the	  responsibility	  to	  pay	  for	  major	  repairs.	  
The	  same	  data	  were	  reported	  to	  the	  Clan	  Mother,	  who	  granted	  DEEP	  permission	  to	  conduct	  the	  
sanitary	  survey	  on	  the	  reservation.	  However,	  when	  DEEP	  and	  DPH	  arrived	  to	  conduct	  the	  survey,	  the	  
entry	  gate	  to	  the	  reservation	  was	  closed.	  The	  Indian	  Affairs	  Coordinator	  from	  DEEP	  spoke	  to	  a	  resident	  
to	  assure	  her	  that	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  visit	  was	  to	  develop	  suggestions	  to	  improve	  the	  health	  of	  the	  
residents	  on	  the	  reservation.	  Ultimately,	  the	  investigation	  was	  conducted.	  The	  results	  of	  the	  
questionnaire	  indicated	  that	  the	  well	  on	  the	  reservation	  had	  never	  been	  tested.	  Residents	  were	  
concerned	  with	  water	  quality,	  but	  were	  not	  treating	  the	  well	  water.	  There	  is	  only	  one	  well	  and	  septic	  
Golden Hill Paugussett State Reservation
Number of Acres: 106
Reservation Population: 10
Number of Structures: 6
Number of Wells: 1







Infrastructure on the 
Reservation
Number of Acres: 106 
Reservation Population: 10 
Number of Structures: 6 
Number of Wells: 1 
Number of Septic Systems: 2 
Burial Grounds: 1 
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system	  on	  the	  reservation	  that	  serve	  all	  residents	  and	  both	  were	  installed	  by	  DEEP,	  but	  no	  records	  were	  




Figure	  4.	  Topographic	  map	  of	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  
The	  septic	  system	  should	  be	  downstream	  from	  the	  well,	  however,	  as	  seen	  in	  the	  map	  above,	  the	  
septic	  system	  is	  upstream	  from	  the	  well.	  This	  could	  potentially	  result	  in	  contamination	  of	  the	  well.	  
	  
DPH’s	  representative	  was	  unable	  to	  take	  the	  water	  sample	  from	  the	  well	  because	  the	  location	  of	  
the	  water	  pump	  was	  dangerous.	  It	  was	  located	  in	  a	  pit	  that	  was	  not	  safely	  accessible.	  Instead,	  samples	  
were	  taken	  from	  a	  trailer	  home’s	  kitchen	  faucet.	  The	  results	  were	  negative	  for	  the	  Nitrogen	  series	  (NO2,	  
NO3,	  ammonia),	  and	  were	  also	  negative	  for	  arsenic,	  lead,	  and	  uranium.	  The	  results	  were	  acceptable	  for	  
inorganics,	  sodium,	  and	  physical	  parameters.	  The	  only	  indicator	  of	  concern	  was	  total	  coliform	  bacteria	  
(See	  Appendix	  3).	  	  
Note: All locations of houses, wells, septic system,
burial grounds, and trailers are approximated.
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The	  DPH	  representative	  inspected	  the	  well	  and	  found	  that	  the	  casing	  showed	  signs	  of	  corrosion,	  
and	  had	  electrical	  tape	  wrapped	  around	  it.	  He	  recommended	  that	  the	  tape	  be	  removed	  and	  inspected,	  
to	  determine	  if	  there	  are	  any	  cracks,	  then	  brushed	  to	  remove	  the	  corroded	  areas,	  and	  painted	  to	  
prevent	  corrosion	  in	  the	  future.	  The	  well	  cap	  is	  not	  watertight	  and	  should	  be	  replaced	  to	  prevent	  
contamination.	  Another	  concern	  is	  an	  oil	  tank	  that	  is	  78	  feet	  from	  the	  well.	  A	  concrete	  slab	  should	  be	  
placed	  under	  the	  tank	  to	  prevent	  potential	  contamination	  of	  groundwater	  during	  delivery	  or	  the	  tank	  
leaking.	  In	  addition	  to	  the	  recommendations	  made	  by	  DPH	  (See	  Appendix	  2),	  it	  is	  evident	  that	  the	  spatial	  
relationship	  between	  the	  well	  and	  septic	  system	  is	  of	  concern	  (See	  Figure	  4).	  	  
	  
	  
Figure	  5.	  Surface	  Water	  Quality	  on	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  
The	  map	  above	  shows	  surface	  water	  quality	  both	  surrounding	  and	  on	  the	  reservation.	  The	  	  
lines	  represent	  streams/rivers,	  while	  the	  shaded	  figures	  represent	  lakes/ponds/etc.	  
	  
	  
Note: All locations of houses, wells, septic system,
burial grounds, and trailers are approximated.
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As	  seen	  in	  Figure	  5,	  the	  water	  bodies	  both	  surrounding	  and	  on	  the	  reservation	  are	  all	  of	  A	  or	  AA	  
quality	  (See	  Table	  3),	  meaning	  that	  they	  are	  suitable	  for	  drinking	  with	  minimal	  treatment.	  The	  body	  of	  
water	  at	  the	  bottom	  right	  is	  the	  Deep	  River	  Reservoir,	  which	  after	  drinking	  water	  treatment	  provides	  
water	  to	  Norwich.	  
	  
Table	  3.	  Water	  Classification	  for	  Surface	  Waters	  in	  Connecticut[18]	  
Water	  
Classification	  
Designated	  Uses:	   Discharges	  Restricted	  To:	  
Class	  AA	   Existing	  or	  proposed	  drinking	  water	  supply,	  fish	  
and	  wildlife	  habitat,	  recreational	  use	  (may	  be	  
restricted),	  agricultural	  and	  industrial	  supply	  
Discharges	  from	  public	  or	  private	  drinking	  water	  treatment	  
systems,	  dredging	  and	  dewatering,	  emergency	  and	  clean	  
water	  discharges	  
Class	  A	   Potential	  drinking	  water	  supply;	  fish	  and	  wildlife	  
habitat;	  recreational	  use;	  agricultural	  and	  
industrial	  supply	  and	  other	  legitimate	  uses	  
including	  navigation.	  
Same	  as	  allowed	  in	  AA	  
Class	  B	   Recreational	  use;	  fish	  and	  wildlife	  habitat;	  
agricultural	  and	  industrial	  supply	  and	  other	  
legitimate	  uses	  including	  navigation.	  
Same	  as	  allowed	  in	  A	  and	  cooling	  waters,	  discharges	  from	  
industrial	  and	  municipal	  wastewater	  treatment	  facilities	  
(providing	  Best	  Available	  Treatment	  and	  Best	  Management	  
Practices	  are	  applied),	  and	  other	  discharges	  subject	  to	  the	  
provisions	  of	  section	  22a-­‐430	  CGS.	  
	  
	   The	  septic	  system	  on	  the	  reservation	  serves	  the	  five	  occupied	  mobile	  homes.	  An	  assessment	  of	  
the	  adequacy	  and	  capacity	  of	  the	  septic	  system	  is	  necessary	  to	  determine	  if	  the	  septic	  system	  is	  properly	  
functioning.	  The	  system	  has	  not	  been	  pumped	  in	  at	  least	  10	  years,	  so	  the	  DPH	  recommended	  that	  the	  
system	  be	  pumped	  and	  a	  more	  thorough	  inspection	  be	  done	  of	  the	  septic	  system.	  
	  
Schaghticoke	  Tribe	  
The	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  contains	  six	  structures	  (See	  Figure	  6);	  three	  of	  these	  are	  currently	  
occupied	  and	  the	  other	  three	  are	  abandoned	  and	  unoccupied.	  Unlike	  in	  towns	  where	  residents	  seeking	  
to	  build	  must	  seek	  permits	  and	  approval	  from	  the	  town,	  only	  the	  tribal	  council	  is	  involved	  with	  approval.	  
The	  land	  that	  the	  reservation	  is	  on	  is	  largely	  uninhabitable	  because	  the	  Appalachian	  Trail	  cuts	  through	  
much	  of	  the	  reservation.	  	  
The	  tribal	  leader	  and	  residents	  on	  the	  reservation	  were	  able	  to	  provide	  information	  about	  the	  
locations	  of	  the	  wells	  and	  septic	  systems.	  The	  questionnaire	  results	  indicated	  that	  none	  of	  the	  wells	  on	  
the	  reservation	  had	  been	  sampled	  and	  that	  two	  of	  the	  septic	  systems	  on	  the	  reservation	  had	  not	  been	  
pumped	  in	  10	  years.	  Well	  water	  was	  not	  treated	  before	  consumption.	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Figure	  6.	  Layout	  of	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  in	  Kent	  	  
The	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  is	  located	  in	  Kent	  along	  the	  border	  of	  Connecticut	  and	  New	  York.	  Adjacent	  to	  the	  
property	  is	  land	  owned	  by	  the	  National	  Park	  Service.	  Additionally,	  the	  Appalachian	  Trail	  runs	  through	  the	  
northwestern	  part	  of	  the	  reservation.	   	  
	  
	  
Three	  wells	  are	  currently	  in	  use	  on	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation.	  DEEP	  installed	  one	  of	  the	  
three	  wells	  after	  the	  previous	  well	  had	  run	  dry.	  All	  of	  the	  wells	  located	  on	  the	  reservation	  have	  never	  
been	  tested.	  Based	  on	  data	  collected	  from	  the	  reservation	  residents,	  water	  is	  not	  treated	  before	  
consumption.	  The	  results	  of	  DPH’s	  water	  quality	  testing	  were	  negative	  for	  the	  Nitrogen	  series	  (NO2,	  NO3,	  
ammonia);	  they	  were	  also	  negative	  for	  arsenic,	  lead	  and	  uranium.	  The	  results	  were	  acceptable	  for	  
inorganics,	  sodium,	  and	  physical	  parameters,	  however	  total	  coliform	  bacteria	  was	  present.	  (See	  
Appendix	  3)	  	  
DPH	  representatives	  determined	  that	  the	  well	  infrastructure	  was	  not	  adequate;	  the	  seal	  on	  the	  
wells	  were	  not	  air	  tight,	  allowing	  for	  possible	  leaching	  of	  substances	  into	  the	  well	  (Figure	  7).	  In	  addition	  
to	  the	  seal	  not	  being	  air	  tight,	  one	  of	  the	  wells	  was	  not	  the	  proper	  distance	  above	  the	  ground.	  The	  third	  
well	  on	  the	  reservation	  was	  surrounded	  by	  various	  debris;	  the	  analysts	  suggested	  removal	  of	  debris	  




Note: All locations of houses, wells, septic system,











Number of Acres: 278 
Reservation Population: 10 
Number of Structures: 5 
Number of Wells: 4 
Number of Septic Systems: 4 
Burial Grounds: 1 
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Figure	  7.	  Well	  Cap	  
The	  cap	  should	  provide	  a	  complete	  seal	  and	  be	  far	  enough	  off	  	  









































Note: All locations of houses, wells, septic system,



















































Note: All locations of houses, wells, septic system,










Figure	  8.	  Surface	  Water	  Quality	  on	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  
The	  map	  above	  shows	  surface	  water	  quality	  both	  surrounding	  and	  on	  the	  reservation.	  The	  lines	  represent	  
streams/rivers	  while	  the	  shaded	  figures	  represent	  lakes/ponds/etc.	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   The	  Housatonic	  River	  borders	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation.	  It	  falls	  into	  Class	  B	  (See	  Figure	  8),	  
which	  means	  that	  it	  is	  designated	  as	  a	  habitat	  for	  fish	  and	  other	  aquatic	  life	  and	  wildlife,	  recreation,	  and	  
industrial	  and	  agricultural	  water	  supply	  (See	  Table	  3).	  The	  Housatonic	  River	  has	  elevated	  bacteria	  
concentrations.	  Surface	  water	  impairment	  is	  important	  because	  surface	  water	  and	  groundwater	  interact	  
in	  several	  ways.	  Bodies	  of	  water	  can	  gain	  water	  and	  solutes	  from	  ground	  water	  systems	  and	  act	  as	  a	  
source	  of	  groundwater	  recharge	  that	  can	  impact	  the	  groundwater	  quality.	  Therefore,	  pollution	  of	  
surface	  water	  can	  cause	  degradation	  of	  groundwater	  quality,	  and	  can	  potentially	  contaminate	  private	  
wells.[19]	  	  
The	  septic	  systems	  on	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  had	  not	  followed	  the	  DPH	  guideline	  of	  
getting	  pumped	  every	  three	  to	  five	  years.	  The	  most	  recent	  pumping	  of	  a	  septic	  tank	  on	  the	  reservation	  
was	  six	  years	  ago.	  All	  of	  the	  other	  septic	  tanks	  had	  either	  never	  been	  pumped	  or	  had	  not	  been	  pumped	  
in	  at	  least	  10	  years.	  The	  leaching	  fields	  for	  two	  of	  the	  homes	  were	  overgrown	  with	  vegetation,	  which	  is	  
an	  indication	  that	  the	  septic	  tank	  has	  failed.	  This	  could	  contaminate	  “surface	  waters	  and	  ground	  water	  
with	  disease-­‐causing	  pathogens	  and	  nitrates.”[20]	  	  
	  
IV.	  Discussion	  and	  Recommendations	  
While	  the	  results	  from	  the	  drinking	  water	  testing	  did	  not	  indicate	  any	  serious	  health	  problems,	  
several	  potential	  threats	  and	  concerns	  were	  identified.	  Since	  the	  drinking	  water	  quality	  was	  only	  tested	  
once	  in	  September/October	  2014,	  temporal	  differences	  were	  not	  examined	  in	  this	  study.	  Fluctuating	  
temperatures,	  surface	  and	  ground	  water	  volume,	  and	  residential	  or	  industrial	  discharges	  could	  affect	  
water	  quality.	  Inadequate	  well	  structures	  that	  are	  vulnerable	  to	  debris,	  pollution,	  and	  improperly	  stored	  
chemicals	  and	  oils	  were	  identified.	  On	  the	  Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation,	  DEEP	  has	  sanitized	  the	  
well	  and	  replaced	  the	  well	  cap	  to	  prevent	  contamination.	  On	  the	  Schaghticoke	  Reservation,	  the	  debris	  
has	  been	  removed	  and	  the	  well	  will	  be	  sanitized	  and	  raised	  to	  the	  recommended	  distance	  above	  
ground.	  
The	  complicated	  relationship	  between	  the	  state	  and	  the	  tribes	  contributed	  to	  limitations	  to	  the	  
study.	  The	  tribes	  were	  hesitant	  to	  participate,	  fearing	  the	  receipt	  of	  fines	  from	  the	  state.	  Since	  state	  law	  
assigns	  the	  tribe	  all	  rights	  of	  ownership	  of	  reservation	  land	  (excepting	  the	  right	  to	  sell	  or	  otherwise	  cede	  
rights	  to	  the	  land	  itself),	  permission	  of	  the	  tribe	  must	  be	  secured	  to	  enter	  the	  land.	  The	  small	  population	  
sizes	  of	  tribes	  and	  their	  mistrust	  of	  the	  state	  did	  not	  allow	  for	  the	  collection	  of	  health	  information	  from	  
the	  residents.	  Therefore,	  the	  study	  was	  only	  able	  to	  examine	  the	  infrastructure	  on	  those	  reservations	  
where	  tribal	  leaders	  consented	  to	  entry	  by	  DEEP.	  
	   Cost	  of	  the	  various	  tests	  and	  inspections	  was	  another	  limiting	  factor	  of	  the	  study.	  The	  state	  does	  
not	  provide	  all	  citizens	  of	  Connecticut	  with	  private	  well	  testing	  and	  septic	  system	  inspection.	  Therefore,	  
the	  study	  was	  only	  able	  to	  examine	  surface	  level	  septic	  systems	  and	  basic	  indicators	  in	  the	  water.	  The	  
locations	  of	  the	  various	  structures	  on	  the	  reservation	  are	  approximated	  and	  are	  not	  accurate.	  This	  
testing	  was	  only	  done	  once	  during	  the	  study	  period	  and	  does	  not	  represent	  seasonal	  variations	  in	  water	  
quality.	  Currently,	  the	  tribe’s	  populations	  are	  extremely	  small,	  however,	  they	  are	  transient	  and	  
fluctuate.	  This	  allows	  for	  new	  structures	  to	  emerge	  overnight	  that	  can	  exacerbate	  the	  systems.	  
	   These	  limitations	  are	  extremely	  important	  to	  note	  for	  future	  studies.	  If	  resources	  are	  available,	  a	  
full	  inspection	  should	  be	  done	  on	  all	  of	  the	  reservations.	  This	  would	  include	  proper	  land	  surveying	  and	  
mapping	  out	  the	  locations	  of	  various	  pipes	  on	  the	  reservation.	  Since	  the	  population	  is	  transient,	  gaining	  
recognition	  could	  increase	  the	  number	  of	  residents	  on	  the	  reservation.	  Therefore,	  it	  would	  be	  extremely	  
useful	  for	  the	  state	  to	  have	  information	  about	  the	  location	  of	  pipes,	  septic	  systems,	  private	  wells,	  and	  
both	  above	  ground	  and	  underground	  fuel	  tanks	  in	  order	  to	  best	  protect	  the	  health	  of	  reservation	  
residents.	  
	  
	   18	  
Reconvening	  the	  IAC	  with	  tribal	  leaders	  and	  state	  representatives	  can	  provide	  a	  forum	  to	  discuss	  
issues	  and	  concerns.	  Inclusion	  of	  state	  representatives	  allows	  communication	  with	  DEEP	  and	  the	  
Governor	  creating	  awareness	  of	  the	  status	  of	  the	  reservations.	  The	  principles	  that	  would	  help	  improve	  
the	  IAC	  are:	  “cooperation,	  understanding,	  communication,	  process	  and	  institutionalization.”[21]	  These	  
principles	  can	  also	  help	  instill	  trust	  between	  the	  state	  government	  and	  the	  tribes.	  All	  members	  of	  the	  
Council,	  both	  tribal	  and	  state,	  should	  be	  educated	  on	  the	  historical	  relationship	  to	  understand	  the	  
sources	  of	  this	  mistrust.[21]	  	  
The	  current	  set	  of	  regulations	  leaves	  this	  population	  susceptible	  to	  many	  public	  and	  
environmental	  concerns.	  This	  environmental	  justice	  issue	  should	  be	  addressed	  to	  not	  only	  improve	  the	  
health	  of	  the	  tribes,	  but	  also	  to	  benefit	  them	  in	  the	  long	  run.	  Developing	  healthy,	  sustainable,	  and	  
equitable	  communities	  is	  a	  fundamental	  aspect	  of	  environmental	  justice.	  Since	  “tribal	  populations	  are	  
more	  likely	  to	  reside	  in	  unhealthy	  housing	  with	  indoor	  air	  pollution,	  lead	  paint,	  asbestos,	  mold	  and	  
mildew…	  Housing	  choice	  plays	  an	  important	  role	  in	  reducing	  health,	  economic,	  and	  quality	  of	  life	  
disparities,”	  and	  can	  help	  develop	  and	  build	  thriving	  communities.[2]	  In	  order	  to	  rectify	  this	  disparity,	  
these	  services	  should	  be	  provided	  by	  the	  state,	  thereby	  creating	  a	  funding	  mechanism	  for	  the	  IAC.	  The	  
state	  can	  help	  tribes	  develop	  environmental	  and	  health	  departments	  on	  their	  reservations	  that	  will	  
inform	  and	  communicate	  with	  the	  state.	  In	  doing	  so,	  the	  state	  will	  help	  the	  tribes	  develop	  and	  improve	  
their	  government	  structure	  and	  capacity.	  This	  will	  not	  only	  improve	  the	  relationship	  between	  tribes	  and	  
states,	  but	  can	  also	  help	  improve	  tribal	  governance.	  
	  
VI.	  Conclusions	  
	   This	  is	  the	  first	  study	  to	  investigate	  the	  status	  of	  infrastructure	  and	  sanitation	  on	  state-­‐
recognized	  reservations	  in	  Connecticut.	  While	  the	  study	  did	  identify	  potential	  risks	  on	  the	  reservations,	  a	  
more	  thorough	  investigation	  should	  be	  completed	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  infrastructure	  is	  adequate	  and	  
sustainable.	  Establishing	  a	  better	  relationship	  between	  the	  state	  and	  tribes	  can	  work	  to	  improve	  the	  
public	  health	  of	  the	  reservation	  residents	  by	  assessing	  and	  addressing	  their	  needs.	  In	  addition	  to	  
establishing	  a	  better	  relationship,	  the	  tribes	  need	  to	  be	  educated	  on	  proper	  maintenance	  of	  their	  wells,	  
septic	  systems,	  and	  environmental	  health.	  Addressing	  these	  issues	  can	  help	  reduce	  the	  public	  health	  
risks	  that	  these	  populations	  face.	  
	   While	  the	  populations	  of	  the	  state-­‐recognized	  tribes	  are	  small,	  the	  number	  of	  residents	  living	  on	  
the	  reservation	  can	  fluctuate	  as	  tribes	  seek	  federal	  recognition.	  Additionally,	  as	  an	  environmental	  justice	  
issue,	  these	  residents	  deserve	  the	  same	  level	  of	  protection	  as	  all	  citizens	  of	  the	  state.	  As	  a	  result,	  helping	  
to	  build	  and	  improve	  the	  current	  infrastructure	  and	  sanitation	  on	  the	  reservation	  will	  not	  only	  close	  the	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Appendix	  1:	  Infrastructure	  Questionnaire	  [22]	  




Number	  of	  Individuals	  living	  in	  the	  unit	  (Regularly):	  ______________________	  	  
Number	  of	  Children:	  _____________________	  	  
	  
Historic	  Information:	  	  
1.	  Has	  an	  archaeological	  survey	  been	  done	  on	  the	  Reservation?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
2.	  Are	  there	  any	  burial	  grounds	  or	  sacred	  sites	  on	  the	  Reservation?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  Know	  	  
	  
3.	  If	  yes,	  when	  was	  the	  last	  burial	  done	  on	  the	  Reservation?	  Approximate	  Year:	  ________	  	  
	  
Background	  Questions:	  	  
4.	  Sex	  (0)	  Male	  (1)	  Female	  	  
	  
5.	  Highest	  level	  of	  school	  you	  have	  completed	  or	  the	  highest	  degree	  you	  have	  received	  (0)	  Less	  than	  High	  School	  
Degree	  (1)	  High	  school	  degree	  or	  equivalent	  (GED)	  (2)	  Some	  College,	  but	  no	  degree	  (3)	  Associates	  Degree	  (4)	  
Bachelors	  Degree	  (5)	  Graduate	  Degree	  	  
	  
6.	  Do	  you	  receive	  public	  assistance?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  N/A	  
	  
7.	  Employment	  Status:	  (0)	  Employed,	  working	  full	  time	  (1)	  Employed,	  working	  part	  time	  (2)	  Not	  employed,	  looking	  
for	  work	  (3)	  Not	  employed,	  NOT	  looking	  for	  work	  (4)	  Retired	  (5)	  Disabled,	  not	  able	  to	  work	  
	  
8.	  Health	  insurance	  status:	  (0)	  No	  health	  insurance	  (1)	  Insurance	  through	  current	  or	  former	  employer	  (2)	  Medicare	  
(3)	  Medicaid	  (4)	  Individual	  Insurance	  (5)	  Other:	  ________________	  	  
	  
General	  Housing	  Characteristics:	  	  
9.	  The	  unit	  is	  occupied:	  (0)	  Year	  Round	  (1)	  During	  summer	  months	  only	  (2)	  Vacant	  (3)	  Other:	  __________	  	  
	  
10.Type	  of	  ownership:	  (0)	  Rental	  (1)	  Own	  Home	  	  
	  
11.	  If	  rental,	  who	  owns	  home:	  (0)	  Parents	  (1)	  Other	  family	  members	  (2)	  Other	  individuals	  of	  the	  tribe	  (3)	  Other:	  
____________	  	  
	  
12.	  Age	  of	  home:	  (0)	  Pre	  1950	  (1)	  1950-­‐1978	  (2)	  Post	  1978	  (3)	  Don’t	  Know	  
	  
13.	  Floors	  lived	  in:	  (0)	  Basement	  (1)	  1st	  (2)	  2nd	  (3)	  Other	  	  
	  
14.	  Electricity	  provider	  (0)	  Own	  generator	  (1)	  Hooked	  up	  to	  town	  (2)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
15.	  Cooling	  method	  used:	  (0)	  No	  air	  conditioning	  (1)	  Windows	  (2)	  Fans	  (3)	  Central	  air/window	  AC	  
	  
16.	  Ventilation	  (indicate	  all	  that	  apply):	  (0)	  Opens	  windows	  at	  least	  once	  a	  week	  (1)	  Kitchen	  and	  bathroom	  fans	  (2)	  
Whole-­‐house	  ventilation	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Primary	  Heating:	  	  
18.	  Heating	  system	  (0)	  Natural	  gas	  (1)	  Oil	  (2)	  Coal	  (3)	  Electric	  (4)	  Wood	  
	  
19.	  Heating	  filters	  changed	  in	  the	  last	  3	  months:	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  Know	  (3)	  N/A	  	  
	  
20.	  Heating	  filters	  (type):	  (0)	  HEPA	  filter	  (1)	  Don’t	  know	  (2)	  N/A	  	  
	  
21.	  Is	  the	  heating	  system	  serviced	  by	  a	  qualified	  technician	  every	  year?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  Know	  	  
	  
22.	  How	  large	  is	  the	  tank	  of	  the	  heating	  system?	  ___________________	  	  
	  
23.	  The	  tank	  is:	  (0)	  Above	  ground	  (1)	  Below	  ground	  (2)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
24.	  Heating	  control:	  (0)	  Easy	  to	  control	  heat	  (1)	  Hard	  to	  control	  heat	  (2)	  No	  access	  to	  control	  	  
	  
Waste	  Management:	  	  
25.	  How	  do	  you	  dispose	  of	  solid	  waste?	  (0)	  Take	  it	  to	  a	  dumpster	  (1)	  Take	  it	  to	  the	  landfill	  (2)	  Burning	  (3)	  
Burying/Other:	  __________	  
	  
26.	  How	  frequently	  do	  you	  dispose	  of	  solid	  waste?	  (0)	  Once	  every	  week	  (1)	  Twice	  every	  week	  (2)	  Once	  every	  two	  
weeks	  (3)	  Don’t	  Know	  (4)	  Other:	  ________________	  	  
	  
Water	  and	  Sanitation:	  	  
27.	  Water	  source:	  (0)	  Individual	  well	  (1)	  Community	  well	  (2)	  Bottled	  water	  (3)	  Town	  Water	  supply	  (4)	  Other:	  
______________	  	  
	  
28.	  Well	  tested	  at	  least	  once	  per	  year	  for	  coliform	  bacteria,	  nitrates,	  etc.:	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  know	  (3)	  N/A	  	  
	  
29.	  Water	  treatment:	  (0)	  Don’t	  treat	  water	  (1)	  Boiling	  (2)	  Filtering	  (3)	  Don’t	  Know	  	  
	  
30.	  Does	  the	  well	  ever	  dry	  up?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  Know	  	  
	  
31.	  If	  yes,	  does	  this	  occur	  during	  specific	  seasons?	  (0)	  Summer	  (1)	  Fall	  (2)	  Winter	  (3)	  Spring	  (4)	  N/A	  
	  
32.	  Do	  you	  have	  a	  septic	  tank?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  –	  connected	  to	  town	  sewer	  (2)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
33.	  Septic	  tank	  pumped?	  (0)	  Yes	  (Date:________________)	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  Don’t	  Know	  (3)	  N/A	  	  
	  
34.	  How	  large	  is	  the	  septic	  tank?	  ____________________________	  	  
	  
35.	  Well	  and	  septic	  (location)	  (0)	  Don’t	  know	  (1)	  Known	  (where?__________________________)	  (2)	  N/A	  	  
	  
36.	  Have	  you	  noticed	  any	  odors	  near	  the	  septic	  tank?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  N/A	  
	  
Indoor	  Pollutants:	  	  
37.	  Mold	  and	  Moisture:	  (0)	  Visible	  water/mold	  damage	  (1)	  Musty	  odor	  evident	  (2)	  Used	  dehumidifier	  (3)	  No	  
damage	  or	  odor	  	  
	  
38.	  Any	  water	  problems?	  (0)	  Inside	  dampness	  during	  heavy	  rains	  (1)	  No	  complaints	  (2)	  Other:	  
_________________________	  	  
	  
39.	  Pests:	  (0)	  Cockroaches	  (1)	  Mice	  (2)	  Rats	  (3)	  Other:	  ____________	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49.	  If	  you	  have	  pests,	  where	  do	  you	  find	  them:	  (0)	  Bedroom	  (1)	  Kitchen	  (2)	  Other:	  __________________	  	  
	  
41.	  If	  you	  have	  pests,	  do	  you	  use	  any	  sprays,	  bombs,	  or	  traps?	  (0)	  Yes	  (type:	  ___________________)	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  
Don’t	  know	  (3)	  n/a	  	  
	  
42.	  How	  often	  do	  you	  use	  them:	  (0)	  Once	  a	  week	  (1)	  Once	  a	  month	  (2)	  Once	  a	  year	  (3)	  Never	  (4)	  Don’t	  know	  
	  
43.	  Tobacco	  Smoke	  Exposure:	  (0)	  Smoking	  allowed	  indoors	  (1)	  Homeowner	  smokes	  (2)	  Smoking	  allowed	  outdoors	  
only	  (3)	  No	  smoking	  allowed	  	  
	  
Safety:	  	  
44.	  Are	  you	  concerned	  with	  access	  to	  main	  roads	  (specifically	  seasonally	  –	  snow/	  wet	  seasons)?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  
Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
45.	  Have	  you	  experienced	  any	  events	  in	  which	  emergency	  response	  took	  longer	  than	  expected	  due	  to	  road	  access?	  
(0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  (2)	  N/A	  
	  
46.	  In	  case	  of	  a	  fire,	  who	  do	  you	  contact?	  (0)	  Town	  Fire	  Department	  (1)	  Tribal	  Leaders	  (2)	  Other:	  ______________	  
(3)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
47.	  Are	  you	  concerned	  about	  environmental	  degradation	  on	  the	  Reservation	  due	  to	  waste	  or	  litter?	  (0)	  Yes	  (1)	  No	  
(2)	  Don’t	  know	  	  
	  
48.	  Do	  you	  have	  any	  other	  public	  health	  or	  environmental	  concerns	  on	  the	  Reservation?	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Appendix	  2:	  DPH	  Recommendations	  
From:	  Ryan	  Tetreault	  
Supervising	  Environmental	  Analyst	  
Connecticut	  Department	  of	  Public	  Health	  
Environmental	  Health	  Section	  
Private	  Well	  Program	  	  
	  
Below	  is	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  findings	  and	  recommendations	  for	  the	  private	  well	  water	  systems	  inspected	  by	  DPH	  
Private	  Well	  Program	  at	  the	  Colchester	  and	  Kent	  State	  recognized	  tribes. 
	   
Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  –	  Colchester,	  CT: 
•The	  well	  that	  was	  inspected	  was	  located	  in	  the	  wooded	  area	  in	  proximity	  to	  Julia	  Piper’s	  trailer.	  The	  well	  casing	  
showed	  signs	  of	  corrosion	  and	  had	  a	  thick	  band	  of	  electrical	  tape	  wrapped	  around	  the	  electrical	  conduit	  and	  well	  
casing.	  The	  tape	  should	  be	  removed	  and	  the	  section	  of	  casing	  below	  it	  inspected	  to	  ensure	  there	  are	  no	  voids	  or	  
holes	  through	  the	  well	  casing.	  The	  well	  casing	  should	  be	  wire	  brushed	  to	  remove	  all	  corroded	  well	  casing	  and	  
painted	  to	  prevent	  further	  corrosion. 
•The	  well	  cap	  on	  the	  well	  is	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  watertight.	  A	  new	  watertight	  well	  cap	  with	  gasket	  seals	  and	  
screened	  and	  shielded	  air	  vent	  should	  be	  installed.	  A	  listing	  of	  well	  caps	  that	  are	  deemed	  to	  be	  watertight	  can	  be	  
found	  on	  the	  Water	  Systems	  Council	  website:www.watersystemscouncil.org	  A	  registered	  well	  driller	  should	  be	  
contracted	  to	  install	  the	  new	  well	  cap	  since	  it	  involves	  routing	  the	  electrical	  wiring	  for	  the	  well	  pump	  through	  the	  
new	  well	  cap. 
•The	  well	  was	  measured	  to	  be	  located	  75	  feet	  from	  what	  is	  believed	  to	  be	  the	  location	  of	  a	  septic	  tank.	  The	  Public	  
Health	  Code	  recognizes	  a	  minimum	  separation	  distance	  of	  75	  feet	  to	  septic	  systems	  and	  other	  potential	  sources	  of	  
pollution	  for	  wells	  equipped	  with	  a	  pump	  that	  has	  a	  withdrawal	  rate	  of	  less	  than	  10	  gallons	  per	  minute.	  The	  
pumping	  rate	  of	  the	  well	  inspected	  was	  not	  known;	  therefore	  this	  would	  be	  something	  that	  should	  also	  be	  
determined. 
•The	  well	  supplies	  a	  bladder	  storage	  tank	  in	  a	  concrete	  cinder	  block,	  below	  grade	  vault,	  located	  adjacent	  to	  Julia	  
Piper’s	  trailer.	  The	  vault	  structure	  was	  covered	  with	  pieces	  of	  plywood	  that	  were	  not	  secured.	  Improvements	  
should	  be	  made	  to	  the	  vault	  structure	  to	  secure	  the	  covers	  and	  maintain	  sanitary	  conditions	  within	  the	  structure	  to	  
the	  best	  extent	  possible. 
•The	  location	  of	  all	  septic	  system	  tanks	  and	  pipes	  should	  be	  identified	  to	  ensure	  minimum	  separation	  distance	  of	  
75	  feet	  is	  being	  maintained	  from	  the	  well.	  It	  is	  recommended	  DEEP	  evaluate	  the	  frequency	  of	  septic	  tank	  pumping	  
and	  adequacy	  of	  the	  septic	  systems	  sizing	  for	  the	  number	  of	  homes	  and	  trailers	  connected	  to	  it	  to	  ensure	  it	  does	  
not	  fail	  and	  impact	  the	  groundwater	  quality.	  At	  the	  time	  of	  the	  site	  visit	  we	  were	  informed	  the	  septic	  tank	  was	  last	  
pumped	  15	  years	  ago. 
•An	  above	  ground	  oil	  tank	  was	  measured	  to	  be	  located	  78	  feet	  from	  the	  well.	  Precautions	  should	  be	  made	  to	  not	  
spill	  any	  fuel	  on	  the	  ground.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  a	  concrete	  pad	  or	  some	  other	  containment	  be	  installed	  below	  
the	  fuel	  tank	  to	  capture	  any	  leaks	  or	  spills	  during	  the	  oil	  delivery/fueling	  process	  to	  prevent	  potential	  
contamination	  of	  the	  groundwater. 
	   
Schaghticoke	  Indian	  Tribe	  in	  Kent,	  CT 
The	  following	  items	  were	  observed	  during	  my	  visit	  to	  322	  Schaghticoke	  Road’s	  (Chief	  Alan	  Russell)	  private	  well: 
•The	  cap	  on	  the	  well	  head	  is	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  ‘watertight’.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  well	  cap	  be	  replaced	  
with	  a	  properly	  vented	  watertight	  well	  cap.	   
	   
The	  following	  items	  of	  concern	  were	  observed	  during	  my	  visit	  to	  262a	  Schaghticoke	  Road’s	  private	  well	  (Gail): 
•The	  cap	  on	  the	  well	  head	  is	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  ‘watertight’.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  well	  cap	  be	  replaced	  
with	  a	  properly	  vented	  watertight	  well	  cap.	  The	  well	  head	  does	  not	  extend	  a	  minimum	  of	  six	  inches	  above	  grade.	  It	  
is	  recommended	  that	  the	  well	  casing	  be	  extended	  to	  a	  minimum	  of	  six	  inches	  above	  grade;	  to	  offer	  ease	  of	  
maintenance	  and	  to	  provide	  further	  protection	  to	  the	  well,	  the	  well	  casing	  could	  be	  extended	  12	  to	  18	  inches	  
above	  grade.	  The	  pumping	  rate	  of	  the	  well	  inspected	  was	  not	  known;	  therefore	  this	  would	  be	  something	  that	  
should	  also	  be	  determined. 
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•It	  was	  noted	  that	  the	  on-­‐site	  septic	  system	  which	  is	  approximately	  80	  feet	  away	  from	  the	  well	  has	  not	  be	  serviced	  
or	  pumped	  in	  more	  than	  15	  years.	  In	  order	  to	  adequately	  protect	  the	  groundwater	  aquifer	  and	  to	  maintain	  your	  
septic	  system	  in	  good	  working	  condition,	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  septic	  system	  be	  pumped	  out	  and	  inspected.	  
It	  is	  further	  recommended	  that	  the	  septic	  system	  be	  pumped	  out	  minimally	  every	  3	  to	  5	  years. 
	   
The	  following	  items	  of	  concern	  were	  observed	  during	  my	  visit	  to	  262b	  Schaghticoke	  Road’s	  (Ron	  &	  Jen)	  private	  
well: 
•The	  cap	  on	  the	  well	  head	  is	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  ‘watertight’.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  well	  cap	  be	  replaced	  
with	  a	  properly	  vented	  watertight	  well	  cap.	  The	  well	  is	  located	  to	  the	  rear	  of	  the	  driveway	  near	  a	  stone	  wall.	  
Caution	  should	  be	  used	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  well	  casing	  is	  not	  struck	  by	  vehicles	  or	  machinery	  as	  this	  can	  
compromise	  the	  integrity	  of	  the	  well	  casing	  and	  the	  seal	  between	  the	  casing	  and	  grouting.	  The	  well	  protruded	  
approximately	  six	  inches	  above	  grade.	  For	  the	  purposes	  of	  ease	  of	  maintenance,	  to	  prevent	  further	  protection	  to	  
the	  well	  and	  to	  make	  it	  more	  visible	  the	  well	  could	  be	  extended	  12	  to	  18	  inches	  above	  grade.	  Physical	  barriers	  such	  
as	  bollard	  installation	  could	  be	  considered	  to	  provide	  protection	  from	  the	  well	  being	  struck.	  The	  pumping	  rate	  of	  
the	  well	  inspected	  was	  not	  known;	  therefore	  this	  would	  be	  something	  that	  should	  also	  be	  determined. 
	   
The	  following	  items	  of	  concern	  were	  observed	  during	  my	  visit	  of	  the	  vacant	  home	  on	  Schaghticoke	  Road’s	  (June)	  
private	  well: 
•The	  split	  seal	  cap	  on	  the	  well	  head	  is	  not	  considered	  to	  be	  ‘watertight’.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  well	  cap	  be	  
replaced	  with	  a	  properly	  vented	  watertight	  well	  cap.	  The	  septic	  cesspool	  is	  located	  approximately	  60	  feet	  from	  the	  
well,	  therefore	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  cesspool	  or	  the	  well	  be	  relocated	  to	  maintain	  the	  proper	  separation	  
distance	  of	  75	  feet	  between	  the	  well	  and	  any	  source	  of	  pollution.	  There	  was	  also	  considerable	  debris	  and	  rubbish	  
on	  the	  ground	  surrounding	  the	  well.	  It	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  sanitary	  radius	  of	  the	  well	  surrounding	  the	  well	  be	  
ridded	  of	  debris.	  The	  pumping	  rate	  of	  the	  well	  inspected	  was	  not	  known;	  therefore	  this	  would	  be	  something	  that	  
should	  also	  be	  determined. 
•It	  was	  indicated	  that	  this	  property	  may	  remain	  vacant	  and	  therefore	  the	  well	  serving	  this	  property	  may	  no	  longer	  
be	  needed.	  If	  this	  is	  the	  case,	  in	  lieu	  of	  addressing	  the	  items	  of	  concern	  noted	  above,	  it	  is	  recommended	  that	  the	  
well	  be	  properly	  abandoned	  in	  accordance	  with	  Sec.	  25-­‐128-­‐56.	  Abandonment	  of	  wells,	  responsibility	  and	  Sec.	  25-­‐
128-­‐57.	  Procedure	  of	  abandonment	  of	  the	  Well	  Drilling	  Regulations,	  Title	  25. 
	   
Overall	  Recommendations: 
It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  any	  time	  work	  is	  performed	  on	  a	  well	  and/or	  the	  water	  system	  piping,	  it	  is	  
recommended	  that	  the	  water	  system	  be	  properly	  disinfected	  to	  address	  any	  potential	  bacteriological	  
contamination	  that	  may	  have	  been	  introduced	  into	  the	  well	  water	  system	  while	  work	  was	  being	  performed.	  A	  
disinfection	  procedure	  was	  previously	  emailed	  to	  you. 
	   
Samples	  were	  collected	  from	  both	  the	  Colchester	  and	  Kent	  locations.	  Total	  coliform	  bacteria	  results	  reported	  
verbally	  from	  the	  DPH	  laboratory	  to	  the	  DPH	  Private	  Well	  Program	  were	  already	  relayed	  to	  you	  in	  previous	  emails.	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Appendix	  3:	  Water	  Quality	  Testing	  Results	  
Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  Bacteria	  Test	  Results	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Golden	  Hill	  Paugussett	  Reservation	  Inorganics	  Test	  Results	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Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  Inorganic	  Test	  Results	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Schaghticoke	  Reservation	  VOCs	  Test	  Results	  
	  
REPORT OF ANALYSIS
EPA Certificate No. 2010CT01
Report ID: 444555 - 6017706Page 1 of 10
Section Chief
CT DPH Drinking Water Section
410 Capitol Avenue
MS #51 WAT, P.O. Box 340308






Workorder: 444555  WorkID: 322 SCHAGHTICOKE RD  092414  O
Report To
Enclosed are the analytical results for sample(s) received by the laboratory  on Wednesday, September 24,
2014.  The signature on this report indicates the samples were analyzed according to the laboratory's standard
operating procedures, except as noted in the report narrative.
If you have any questions concerning this report, please contact Jack Bennett at (860)920-6500 or by email at
jack.bennett@ct.gov.
Jack Bennett,
Section Chief, Environmental Chemistry
This electronic signature is a true representation of my hand written signature
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory




Connecticut Registration No : PH-0905
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
	  






EPA Certificate No. 2010CT01
Report ID: 444555 - 6017706Page 2 of 10
SAMPLE SUMMARY
Workorder: 444555 322 SCHAGHTICOKE RD  092414  O Location
Property SCHAGHTICOKE INDIAN TRIBE




Lab ID Sample ID Matrix Date Collected Date Received
444555001 SIT-001 KITCHEN SINK Drinking Water 9/24/2014 9/24/2014
444555002 SIT-002  KITCHEN SINK Drinking Water 9/24/2014 9/24/2014
444555003 SIT-003  KITCHEN SINK Drinking Water 9/24/2014 9/24/2014
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory




Connecticut Registration No : PH-0905
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
	  






EPA Certificate No. 2010CT01
Report ID: 444555 - 6017706Page 3 of 10
PROJECT SUMMARY
Workorder: 444555 322 SCHAGHTICOKE RD  092414  O Location
The compounds 4-Bromofluorobenzene(S) and 1,2-Dichlorobenzene-d4(S) are added to samples and blanks by the laboratory
 as part of our quality control program to ensure the validity of the data.
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory




Connecticut Registration No : PH-0905
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
	  






EPA Certificate No. 2010CT01
Report ID: 444555 - 6017706Page 4 of 10
ANALYTICAL RESULTS








Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:00:00 AM Description:
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
77 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Bromofluorobenzene (S)
84 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichorobenzene-d4 (S)
-- VOCs in Drinking Water --
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDichlorodifluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALVinyl Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichlorofluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethene
<2.5 ug/L 2.5 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Alcohol
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethylene Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethyl tert-Butyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromochloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Ethyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALCarbon Tetrachloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Amyl Methyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromodichloromethane
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:00:00 AM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALToluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromochloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromoethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTetrachloroethylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALEthylbenzene
<1.0 ug/L 1.0 1 10/1/2014 ALm,p-Xylenes
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromoform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALStyrene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALo-Xylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Propylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALsec-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,4-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Isopropyltoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromo-3-
Chloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALNaphthalene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALHexachlorobutadiene
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:00:00 AM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene
9/24/2014 3:06:00 PM






Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:50:00 AM Description:
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
77 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Bromofluorobenzene (S)
83 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichorobenzene-d4 (S)
-- VOCs in Drinking Water --
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDichlorodifluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALVinyl Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichlorofluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethene
<2.5 ug/L 2.5 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Alcohol
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethylene Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethyl tert-Butyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromochloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Ethyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloropropene
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:50:00 AM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALCarbon Tetrachloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Amyl Methyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromodichloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALToluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromochloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromoethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTetrachloroethylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALEthylbenzene
<1.0 ug/L 1.0 1 10/1/2014 ALm,p-Xylenes
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromoform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALStyrene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALo-Xylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Propylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALsec-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,4-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Isopropyltoluene
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 11:50:00 AM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromo-3-
Chloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALNaphthalene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALHexachlorobutadiene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene
9/24/2014 3:06:00 PM






Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 12:20:00 PM Description:
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
77 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Bromofluorobenzene (S)
86 % 70-130 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichorobenzene-d4 (S)
-- VOCs in Drinking Water --
Analytical Method: EPA 524.2
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDichlorodifluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALVinyl Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichlorofluoromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethene
<2.5 ug/L 2.5 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Alcohol
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethylene Chloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALMethyl tert-Butyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,2-Dichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromochloromethane
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 12:20:00 PM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChloroform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butyl Ethyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALCarbon Tetrachloride
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Amyl Methyl Ether
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromomethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTrichloroethene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromodichloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALcis-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtrans-1,3-Dichloropropene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2-Trichloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALToluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALDibromochloromethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromoethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALTetrachloroethylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALChlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALEthylbenzene
<1.0 ug/L 1.0 1 10/1/2014 ALm,p-Xylenes
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromoform
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALStyrene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALo-Xylene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALIsopropylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALBromobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Propylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL2-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Chlorotoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene
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Results Units Report Limit DF Prepared By ByAnalyzed
Date Collected:
Date Received:
9/24/2014 12:20:00 PM Description:
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALtert-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALsec-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,3-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,4-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL4-Isopropyltoluene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALn-Butylbenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2-Dibromo-3-
Chloropropane
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALNaphthalene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 ALHexachlorobutadiene
<0.50 ug/L 0.50 1 10/1/2014 AL1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene
Dr. Katherine A. Kelley State Public Health Laboratory
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